Rusk on Bomb Halt: *\Ye . . . Believe 


Our Action Is a Constructive Step’ 


Following is a transcript 
of Secretary of State Dean 
Rusk’s opening statement 
and news conference ex- 
cerpts, as recorded from 
television by The Washing- 
ton Post. 

President Johnson stated 
clearly last might that his 
decision to stop the bomb- 
ing of North Vietnam was 
based upon specific expecta- 
tions that the Government 
of South Vietnam will par- 
ticipate in the discussion of 
an honorable peace and that 
the action wall bring about a 
de-escalation of the fighting. 

Some governments and 
leading personalities have 
over many months under- 
taken to tell us thatsome- 
thing good would happen if 
we would stop the bombing 
of North Vietnam. It is now 
incumbent upon all of those 
who have taken that view to 
make a maximum effort to 
assure that their advice has 
substance in it. We have our 
own reasons to believe that 
our action is a constructive 
step, will open the way to 
serious talks and will not 
endanger our own and allied 
forces in the field. 

But we shall also be in- 
terested in what others may 
do to insist upon actions toy 
Hanoi that will move us 
toward peace. Peace can 
-come to Southeast" Asia 
when Hanoi stops using its 
armed forces to impose a 
political solution upon South 
Vietnam and Laos, when 
Hanoi and its subordinates 
stop giving direct assistance 
■to the Red Khmer who are 
causing trouble for the peo- 
ple and government of Cam- 
bodia and when Hanoi stops 
training guerrillas and send- 
ing arms into northern and 
northeast Thailand. 

I call to your attention the 
caution expressed by the 
President about the future. 
Peace has not come to 
Southeast Asia. There are 
bard days ahead, both at 
the negotiating table and on 
the field of battle. The de- 
cision last evening was not 


the end of the struggle; it 
is the opening of a new 
chapter in which fresh op- 
portunities are present for 
a rapid conclusion of peace. 
The responsibility rests pri- 
marily upon those who re- 
sorted to force in the first 
place ... 

Q: Mr. Secretary, what di- 
rect assurances, if any, does 
the United States have that 
North Vietnam will not es- 
calate the war or violate the 
DMZ to the peril of our 
forces? 

A: North Vietnam clearly 
understands what is ex- 
pected of them in this situa- 
tion. They know what we 
expect with respect to talks 
and they know what we ex- 
pect with regard to the cir- 
cumstances in which serious 
talks can proceed. They 
know that we shall take care 
of the security of our own 
and allied forces in the 
field. So there is no mis- 
understanding on that point; 
the situation is very clear to 
them, and our own minds. I 
cannot spell that out for you 
in, exact detail, but the days \ 
and weeks ahead I think will I 
reveal what is involved . . . 

Q: Then we are acting on 
more than as assumption? 

A: We are acting on more 
than an assumption. 

Q: Mb'. Secretary, could you 
comment on the timing of 
President Johnson’s an- 
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nouncement? Was it in- 
tended in any way to in- 
fluence the outcome of the 
election? 

A: Let’s look at that from 
two points of view: 

Did President Johnson 
move forward or expedite 
the decision for domestic 
political reasons? I think 
the answer to that is clearly 
no, he did not. 

The other half of the 
question is that should he 
have delayed this decision 
for domestic political rea- 
sons? Clearly the answer is 
no. The American people 
have a right to expect that 
the President of the United 
States will not deal with 


these issues of war and 
peace on the basis of inter- 
nal, passing, political consid- 
erations. So he did not expe- * 
dite the decision; he did not 
delay it for internal reasons. 

Q: Mr. Secretary, to what 
extent was the South Viet- 
namese Government in- 
volved in making this bomb- 
ing halt decision? 

A: Well, we have been in 
closest consultation with 
them. Their problem has not 
been the question of stop- 
ping the bombing. Their 
problem has been with ques- 
tions that we normally call 
modalities of the talks: 
questions of procedure and 
questions of status and 
things of that sort. In their 
communique today they in- 
dicated they did not object 
to toe stopping of the bomb- 
ing. There are other matters 
that are rather complicated ; 
and have not been further ; 
resolved in Paris or else- j 
where by procedures, and ! 
that has been the problem. I 
Q: Mr. Secretary, what is I 
the U.S. position on what 
the modalities of the broad- 
ened talks in Paris should 
be? 

A: Our general approach 
has been to try to set -aside 
unnecessary complications 
with regard to procedures in 
order to get at the substance 
... For example, here we 
have been since what, May 
10, talking in Paris with a 
regime whose very existence 
we don’t recognize. Now our 
view is that in doing so we 
still don’t recognize the re- 
gime in Hanoi. 

If the talks evolve as we 
now expect they will, per- 
haps everyone at the table 
will have a different view as 


to the situation of toe other 
people at the table. On one 
side of the table there will 
toe Hanoi and presumably 
representatives of the NLF. 
We don’t recognize either 
one of them. We don’t recog- 
nize the NFL as some sepa- 
rate entity. On our side of 
toe table there will toe the 
United States and -the Gov- 
ernment of Vietnam. Hanoi 
doesn’t recognize either one 
of us. Hanoi calls us an ag- 
gressor; we call them an ag- 
gressor. Everyone will have 
a different view. Now, we 
could spend a year or two 
debating and argluing these 
points of procedure and sta- 
tus, without getting to the 
substance. Our approach so 
far has been to try to cut 
through as many of these as 
possible and. get to the sub- 
stance- of making peace. 



